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ABSTRACT Tdentified are several sources of conflict between 

institutional researchers and decisionmakers and suggested are 
several means ::or reducing these sources of tension. Conditions that 
can "ad to conflict include: differing organizat .onal roles value 
conflicts, status discrepancy and ambiguity, and ^^"'^^^J^^Ji^J^^, 
breakdowns. Factors identified for the reduction of conflict include 
the degree to which both parties can establish satisfactory 
interpersonal contact, divide labor in clear and acceptable ways, 
Jive In d receive information from one another, communicate large 
volumes of information efficiently, derive satisfaction and rewards 
J?im worSLg together, gain easy access to ^^^^-^ 
communicating new and abstruse ideas to one another. (Author) 
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A?;STRACT 



This paper identifies several sources of conflict between institutional 
researchers and decision .n.^kcrs and suggests several means for reducing 
these sources of tension. Conditions which can lead to conflict include: 
differing organisational roles, value conflicts, status discrepancy and 
ainbiguity, and communi ..tions breakdowns. Factors identified for the 
roduction of conflict include the degree to which both parties can 
establish satisfactory interpersonal contact, divide labor in 'lear and 
acceptable ways, ,ive and receive information from one another, communicate 
large volumes of inforniation efficiently, derive satisfaction and rewards 
f,o.n working together, gain easy access to each other, and persist in 
coinniuni eating new and abstruse ideas to one another. 
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INTKODUCTION 

- .a^.c.sed to .wo aucs.ions concerning the relationship 
This paper addrc.cd 
between decision ...ors and inscitnt ional researchers. Pxrst, 

,,,et in the relationship? Second, what factors ,nxnx- 
tions contribute to conflict in 

. • .c h^s received much attention m 
.n-.^7 -cither of these questions has recei 
;nize conflict? ..citnur litera- 

. ...u. ........... - 

.Tx;vP the relaLionsnip 

•rs?c n-iDer represents a first aLUL.upu 
tration. Ims paper i-ep Havelock's 

The framework u^ed for the analyses xs based 
and its dynamics. The iramev 

J t-n"' i'y^Mon of knowledge. 
(„69) Choosy on .he diss»ln,tion nnd „t....=t.o„ 

,. . f„„h3r t„o concepts .equtra clarification, f.r.t 
Before pi-oceeding further, l 

. .cere. IS .,a. acuvl., ".odlca.. to asslsUn, the poX.c,- 

institutional rescaren 

c of rolleee or university 
ror.ulation .nd dec . sion-n.^ing processes 

9iQ^ The institutional researcher, tnen, P 
governance" C'nson, 1971, P- 219). 

n-1vsts and operations researchers 
essentially the sa.e role as policy an.l>sts 

1 o -in Other types of orjiani-/.ations . 
^uDoorting decision makers in otter l> f 

si. eo..n.. 

.1 oonnic. 13 ..nontax .0 or.nl.a.lon. Co.er 

,„r„ct as a .«„s « an end and conflict as an end 
.„ l,,cX£ AS a »-eans to a„ end. contXlct „ay actnaXly 

m itseit. Ab formalized adversary 

C.„tc1,n,an and :,chalnUa. t (1969, .alnta.n that 

decision ».ets ,nd Instltntlonal tcsearchers. hased on 
c = n he osed to .enetate .ore thoroe.h e.alnatlons of 

' : . an end In Itself, conflict can lead to Inter- 

• wn-^-naklne problems. As an unu 
oecision-inakDns pi effective- 

■ ^ lack of co.ununication, and deterioration m 
personal tensi.u. . ^^^^^^^^^^ 

tiveness of the decision-making process. T P^ 

^ int-Ler type of conflict. . 

reduction of tne latter typ 

er|c 4 
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IDEAUV-Ef KEI^TIOSSIUP BETOEES DECISION 
MAKER AND ISSTITUTIOSAL RESEARCHER , 

^ ,a.alU.a „o..I„s .= t„e»„ I„s.UuUo„al „«a.c.=r 

,..,.I„„ IS ..o^ in .laa...™auc .o.. In .Ia.« I. X. a 

,..Ip.o.I .0U.I„,..„IP .M.. .=..-03 ..a. er..c.lv= In...pe„o„aI c„„.ac. 

.r^,.tinuou9lV to understand each other s 
established and that both sides strxve contxnuously 

Vnr their part, decision makers must take the 
problem-solving perspective. For thexr par , 

,..e Whatever guidance the. can on the problems the. assign, be read. 
,o provide clarification when necessary, and b". able to appreciate the 

of institutional researchers. The xn 
research and evaluation capabxlxtxes ot xnstx 

. .„st strive to understand the context in which the 
stitutional researcher must strxve 

V « his valu-s, a.^sumptions, and objectives; and 
decision maker operates; to know hxs valu.s, 

„,p„I,c.„a ... .,pp.o.c. .,e decision .a.e. ,.ls.. M^sel. In .esolvln. 

P.0.I™ («.I=. ^ 
,..«.c.eW.ecIsIO„ „UUo„,.IP a„ »a.. In t.e pa.a^.ap.s .eIo„. 

„„t ... a.veIop.e„t of o„-soI„a raclprocal ,eIaUo„sMps soas .a,o„. 
..e poln. oi I.„p.o.Ins m.lvl.nal .aclslon-.a.lns epl30.es. T^asa .aXaUon- 
,.IPS can X.a. .0 ..e c.ea.I.n of scaMa an. W-Us.Ins social InfX^anca 
,.a„nels .et^ccn I,,sU.„ac„al rasea.c.a.s and decision .a.e.s. 

second, a dyadic no.Ion of Institutional .esaa.c.e./daclslon. »a.a, 
.eXat.onsMps Is sI»pXIstIc. In reality, t.e, a« „uc. .o.e co.pXe«. As 
.no. in EI.U.. X, t.e Institutional .esea.c.a. Is sana.aXX, XIn.ad to ont- 
3i.a info^atlon .asou.ces. Ko.e I.po.tantX., .e f«,ne„tl, .ost .0.. on a 

on a solution. 
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TMrd, th« p.,p.r's .„p1.asls on th. l,»port.nc. o£ eft.cUve i.,«rp,n-.,or.l 
.„„t,ct bct„=.„ c.. l„stU..tio„,l .as.,rch.. .,„d ..cislon »,.e. c=ntr.,sts with 
„„ch oE the institutional re.enrch Ut«.-.t„r.. That litct.ture. by vi«„e of 
the is..,os It foc„sas upon. l..pll=U-ly assu,.as that the principal probla„ 1. 
institutional ro=catch Is the provision of Infor.ation which is technicaU, 
an. ,.cth„..olo,lcaUy sound. Ihls paper argues that effective Interpersonal 
..ontact. which enables the institutional researcher and the decision »a.er to 
understand each other's values, priorities, problems and .ethologlcal biases. 

a precondition for effective Institutional research support. Curel (1975) 
„a.es the sa,.e point about the relationship of social program evaluators and 
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CONDITIONS CONTRIBUTING TO CONFLICT 

• . K conditions contributing to conflict between 

Tnere afp four basic conaition:^ 

T ipclude: differing 

,,,i.i„„ ,„.,Vers and institutional vcscatchcts. T„ese .,.c 

r-,- . Qtatiiq discrepancy and ambiguity, and 
organizational roles, value conflicts, status 

eorl to characterize these conditions in 
communications breakdowns. The ter.ns used to 

^ • .h. descriptive rather than normative sense, 
the sections below are used in the descript 

Differing Ori;ani^LjjDnal_^oles. 

'^".7:.:i.ion an. i„.titntionai ..s=atc„.. f.lMU .i«e.=nt .oUs 

ot.ani..tio„. Kat. an. Ka.n's classification sc.c.o To. ot.an.- 

.ationai functions is used to distingnish .atweon t.. two tolcs. 

occision „a.„,ts pctfo.™ w.at Kat. and Ka.n (1.66) call t„e .ana.e.ial 

-.1 Proups are responsible for resolving con- 
function. In general, managerial gioups 

h1al levels coordinating and directing the activities 
flicts between hierarchial levels, 

subsvstems, and coordinating external requirements with organisational re- 
...-ces'and needs. T.ey operate in high pressure, political environments 
using primarily the "dynamic of compromise" (p. 95). 

, ..rchers serve an intelligence-gathering role for the 
Institutional researchers serve 

r^^ t-hP decision maker about the 
organization. They assemble information for the 

.^A ^hnnt its environment to guide 
intctnal functioning of the orsan..at.on and ab-ut 

.....lo.»t-„t Of policies and p.occdutcs. Kat. and Ka.n tafet to 

,„.sa functions as fn,, tc.ulatot, and adaptive functions, .oat of t.a info.- 

- ■ .1 rr-^earcher, particularly that having to 
,.ation gathered by the institutional researcher, 

r is change oriented. Frequently it entails a threat 
do with the enrironTDent, is change o 

. d to decision makers in particular. From these implied 

to the organization and to decision 

threats conflicts sometimes ensue. 
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Va 1 u e__Co nf 1 i c t s 

""Liu., the, -«f««.. orM.i-.ion.l 

tv,c.„ decision ..akors .nd i„suitutlo„al .=sc.,rcl,.rs . Ar^yris C1971), 
C.,.c„»n ».d .c„.,ln.l,» (1969). «ro. (1970. »nd C„rel (1975) note that the 
.„„ .roups ta.e qualitatively dUfe.ent approaches to prohle„ solving. 

O„l.lo„ .naVers tend to view decision .aVlng ,„asl-,.ystleaUy as an act 
„hlch should he entrusted only to the experienced politician or executive, 
ncse UdtvlOuals are generally political and co,„pro,nlse oriented, deal „rth 
prohle^s 1„ a piecemeal or Incremental lashlon. and are so»etl,.es threatened 
institutional researchers and their sophisticated analytical techniques. 
Xn.eltutlonal researchers, on the other hand, are generally apolltrcal. 
rational, scholarly, so„etl„es Intellectually arrogant, and Inclined tc, tahe 
comprehensive approaches to prohle.s. The tools of their trade are al»ed 
prlnclpany at providing rational and comprehensive analyses of a prohle™ and 
developing optimal solutions. 
Status Discrepan5J_aild AiEMgu_^^ 

^^Oeclslon „.ahers and Institutional researchers are not always happy with 
..e roles they play In their relationships, decision .a.ers frequently re- 
sent hemg dependent on Institutional researchers. Institutional researchers, 
for their part, often dlsUVe being cast In a "supportive" role. 

however, status discrepancy Is generally less or a prohlea In the 
decision „aher/lnstltutlonal rcsearchur relationship than status a„higuity. 
X„ effect >»r.lng relationships, the two individuals must wor. quite closely 
together. Because each has a unique perspective and can .ahe a genuine con- 
tribution to the aeclslon-mahins process, it frequently hecomes difficult to 
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distincuish between the le.d.r and tha follower. Thus, on occasion, Loth 
sides find such .-imbiauity threatening. 

lloltzman (1970) indicates that good communicntions are essential to 
successful collaboration between the institutional researcher and decision 
maker. There appear to be three basic reasons for con,munications breakdowns. 

The first factor is what Holt/..nan (1970) categorizes as simplistic one- 
way models of comnmnication. Such models lead to what Havelock (1969) 
d.:..scribes as boi ng -out-of -phase . The institutional researcher may give a 
solution before the decision maker has articulated his problem or the insti- 
tutional researcher does not have a solution when the decision maker needs 



one . 



A second factor is overload. Katz and Kahn (1966) define overload as 
information inputs in excess of those that the decision maker can handle.. 
Frequently institutional researchers provide far more information than the 
decision maker can comprehend or .ake their messages virtually incomprehen- 
sible. Decision makers, for their parts, can contribute to the problem by 
failing to provide clear problem definitions. 

A third f.ctor is the language barrier. Institutional researchers and 
decision makers somet Lzr.es do not speak the same language literally or 
figuratively. A major problem in recent years has been the growth of technical 
or jargonistic language in the social and management sciences. This language 
has infiltrated institutional research through the application of sophisticated 
analytical techniq.ues drawn from these fields. 
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FACTORS REDUCING CONFLICT 

, ■ w.n reduce conflict between institutional 
There are sevon factors whxch can reduc 

• I A.' linkas-e, structure, openness, 
. . .,v«rQ These include. iinK.ib^' 
researchers and decision makers. 

capacity, reward, proximity, and persistence. 

borate in a genuine way, the more effectxve 
.•liVe" each other and can collaborate xn & 

... .e. e~ ----- 

... .... ..c„..,.e .ev a„ .0. ..e .U .3«e. 

. thP decision-making process. 

- .vt--,nr contribution to the cieci^x 
that each can ii-ake an xmpoi tant contr , 

• "humility" (p. 187) on the part of both. 
AA rr-.ni.irr>s a certain humxixcy \i' 
This, they add, lequxies ^ffpctive 

■ ...... ^e.^ ---^ — ---^ 

r^f rheir collaboration, 
the ultimate success of thexr c 

... .o„. ..e ... ... . CO... ... 

Of Steps responsibility for coordination, 
designates a rational sequence of steps, 

- - of labor Effective collaboration requires that the 
and a division of labor. 

- . ...Vr-r have a common understanding 
institutional researcher and decxsxon ..akcr 

hich they are working, the constraints affectxng the 
of the problem on whxch they 

11 
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they ..e able to develop a .tructur. and abl.la by U will .leL.r.ine the 
effectiveness of th.lr -lecision .nking. Churchn.an and SchninblaCt (1969) 
.o so far ns to su,;,..st that th. in.titutionnl researcher and decision .naVer 

O 

.structure their relationship in a :r.nnner analofions to that employed in 
fonnali.e,! debate. By this .eans, they .nalntain, the two different per- 
spectives can be brought fully to bear on a decision-making problem. 

Openness is the defiree to which there is a readiness to give and 
,-eceive infonnation between the institutional researcher and decision maker. 
Persons with closed minds by definition are incapable of collaborating 
effectively ;,nd receiving new ideas. Open-..e.ss is vJ tally important to the 
quality of the deci s ion -making process. 

For the institutional researcher, openness means a desire to help 
and to li.ten to the decision naker's problems. For the decision maker, 
,c is .ore than a passive receptivity to help; it is a desire to reach out 

, • ^ a-.rq o wnii newness to adapt and embrace change, 

for new ideas and e>:pGrii:ient awd a wi LLingncbs lu i 

C.-parlly^ 

Capacity is the extent to which decision makers and institutional 
rc..ar.hers c.n coinn.uni rat e large volumes of information effectively in 
u.eir ..-.ecision -making tasks. For institutional researchers, this means 
keeping commumcations short, using the simplest available analytical 
..,.,nni4ues which are appropriate to the problem, and minimizing the use of 
jargon. For decision makers, it is the ability to con.municate their 
priorities and problems clearly and to receive information effectively. 
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Revard 

Reward is the extent to which the decision maker and the institutional 
researcher are reinforced by working together. The insti tution;^! researcher 
is rewarded when his work has an impact on the decision-making process and 
is appreciated by others. For the decision maker, reward is the relative 
advar-:,ge that he believes he receives from using the services of the 
instiituL ional resccu'cher. 
Prox i.mi t^^ 

An important factor which is freqnentl) overlooked is the hierarchical 
r...d physical proximity of the decision maker and the institutional researcher. 
Decision makers who are in close proximit^- .= 'heir institutional researchers 
are more likely to use them. Institutional researchers who have easy access 
to l-.,e decision makers they support are more likely to have an impact on 
the decision -:"aking process. 
Persistence 

Persistence is the extent to which a message hearing on a given 
decision ...aking problem is repeated purposefully and effectively to achieve 
the desired result. Holt^man (1970) maintains that institutional researchers 
n,ust find new ways to validate their recommendations to decision makers if 
they want to ,.in ..ccepi.nce of their views. Frequently persistence, 
which does not grate, is required to coi.nuni cate abstruse new ideas. 

T n t e r r e 1 a t i.^^f' sJlip A A"!9P-S... J^l"-? - 

Kavelock (1969) points out that there are interrelationships and 
conflicts among the factors. For e>:an>ple, proximty and openness are pre- 
conditions for effective linkage. Reward also appears to be a precondition 
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to linkage, .ind a result of structure. On the other hand, structure can 
stifle openness, and openness without structure can lead to chaos. Obviously 
the seven factors form a complex web of interrelationships. 



CONCLUDING COMMENTS 

Two comments are provided in conclusion. First, the problem of 
establishing a relationship between the institutional researcher and 
decision maker is a two-way street. If either side does not desire to 
form a relationship, there is little that can be done to alter the sit.iation. 

Second, the [>aper represents a first attempt to conceptualize the 
working relationship of institutional researchers and decision makers. It 
is not intended as a proscription for institutional researchers who want to 
establish or improve relationships with the decision makers they support. 
Further theoretical development and research in specific settings are 
required before such applications can occur. It is hoped chat this paper 
has generated sufiicient interest in the problem to lead to the development 
of models which can be applied to actual institutional researcher/decision 
i:;ak e r r e 1 a I i o n sh i ps . 
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